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PER CURI AM

Andrew Miro, a native and citizen of Uganda, petitions
for review of an order of the Board of Inm gration Appeal s (Board)
affirmng the Immgration Judge’s (1J) denial of his applications
for asylum wthholding of deportation, and relief under the
Conventi on Agai nst Torture.

Miro first disputes the 1J's negative credibility
finding, asserting that he established his eligibility for asylum
Upon our review of the admnistrative record, we find that
substantial evi dence supports the 1J' s conclusionthat Miro failed
to establish eligibility for the relief sought. 8 USC

§ 1105a(a)(4) (1994);" Figeroa v. INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th Cr.

1989). Miro thus cannot neet the higher standard for w thhol di ng

of deportation. See INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U S. 421, 430

(1987).

Miro al so contends that the Board violated his right to
Due Process in declining to grant his notion to submt new evi dence
on country conditions. W find this contention to be wthout

merit. See Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 324 (4th Cr. 2002).

‘W note that 8 U S.C § 1105a(a)(4) was repealed by the
| egal Imm gration Reformand | nm grant Responsibility Act of 1996

|

(I'NRIRA) effective April 1, 1997. Because this case was in
transition at the tinme the IIRIRA was passed, 8 US. C
§ 1105a(a)(4) is still applicable under the terns of the

transitional rules contained in 8 309(c) of the IIlR RA
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Accordi ngly, we deny the petition for review. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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